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Abstract 
The chapter considers the verbal design of Finnish second-person singular 
imperative and first-person plural hortative turns, asking whether and how 
those turns where there is a clitic particle -pA or -pAs attached to the finite 
verb differ from the non-cliticized turns, and whether -pA and -pAs are used 
in similar or dissimilar ways. The imperative and hortative turns used in the 
analysis are drawn from a data set of four violin lessons with a 5-year-old 
child and her teacher as the participants. All the imperative and hortative 
turns analyzed were spoken by the teacher to the child. 
The analysis shows that the non-cliticized imperative or hortative 
turns and the ones with –pA or –pAs are used differently. The non-cliticized 
turns are common in contexts where the speaker and the recipient are 
actively engaged in an ongoing collaboration. The imperative and hortative 
turns with –pA occur characteristically after the recipient’s immediately 
preceding failures, which need to be remedied for the participants to be able 
to continue what they are up to. The imperatives and hortatives with -pAs 
are frequently used at activity transitions, where the speaker demonstrates 
her right to determine the broader agenda of the participants’ joint activity. 
The chapter suggests that the linguistic design of Finnish second-
person singular imperative and first-person plural hortative turns is informed 
by the speaker’s understanding of the extent to which, and the particular 
sense in which, the participants’ current actions are to be seen as joint ones. 
While the selection between imperatives and hortatives is warranted by the 
identity of the agent(s) of the nominated action (whether it is the recipient 
alone, or both the speaker and the recipient together), it is in and through the 
choices between the cliticized and non-cliticized formats that speakers 
invoke and manage the more specific basis upon which the recipient’s 
compliance can be expected. 
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1. Introduction 
 
Within the field of conversation analysis, there has been a growing interest 
in how imperatively formatted directives configure in the management of 
practical action. The warrant for the selection of the imperative format has 
been discussed, for example, with reference to the multimodal and temporal 
context of cooperative activities (e.g., Keisanen and Rauniomaa 2012; 
Goodwin and Cekaite 2013, 2014; Mondada 2013, 2014) and to the fit of 
the requested action with the trajectory of what the recipient is currently 
doing (Wootton 1997, 2005; Rossi 2012; Zinken and Ogiermann 2013). 
Speakers’ choices between different ways of requesting recipient action 
have also been shown to be influenced by contextual considerations such as 
immediacy, benefactivity, awareness of contingencies surrounding the 
granting of a request, and – more generally – who the participants are to 
each other (Curl and Drew 2008; Craven and Potter 2010; Antaki and Kent 
2012; Stevanovic 2013b; Clayman & Heritage 2015). All these aspects of 
context influence the speakers’ orientations to the expectations of 
compliance by the recipient. In this paper, the term deontic status 
(Stevanovic 2011; 2013a; 2013b; Stevanovic and Peräkylä 2012, 2014) will 
be used to describe a position of social standing in a specific domain of 
action where there are specific grounds for a speaker to expect the 
recipient’s compliance. 
 
 
Empirically, this chapter focuses on the linguistic design of Finnish 
second-person singular imperatives and first-person-plural hortatives.1 
Syntactically, these two directive forms are similar in that their finite verb 
normally occurs in the sentence-initial position with no overt subject 
pronoun. Notably, however, in Finnish colloquial speech (and thus also in 
my data) a first-person plural hortative is formulated by using a passive 
declarative form (see Shore 1986, 1988; Lauranto 2013, 2014, 2015: 30-31, 
43; see also Aikhenvald 2010: 52), which – as I will show below – has 
implications for the interactional functions of the format. In principle, 
however, the main difference between the second-person singular 
imperatives and the first-person plural hortatives lies in whether the targeted 
agent of the nominated action (see Couper-Kuhlen and Etelämäki 2015) is 
the recipient only (imperatives) or whether both the speaker and the 
recipient are to get involved in the action (hortatives).  
The imperative and hortative turns used in the analysis of this study 
are drawn from a data set of four violin lessons with a 5-year-old child and 
her teacher as the participants. All the imperative and hortative turns 
analyzed were spoken by the teacher to the child. Within the activity 
                                                 
1 The term “hortative” has been commonly used to refer to directives with other than the 
second person as the addressee(s) (see e.g., Jary and Kissine 2014: 26–31). In this paper, 
the term is used specifically to refer to the first-person plural directives. Here the question 
is about the same forms that Lauranto (2013, 2014, 2015) has called “syntactic 
imperatives” and Aikhenvald (2010: 4-5) “non-canonical imperatives.” 
framework of instructional interaction, it is the teacher’s institutional right 
and obligation to tell his/her student what to do. However, the securing of 
the students’ compliance may sometimes call for the teacher to highlight 
those particular circumstances that allow him/her to expect the recipient’s 
compliance – that is, to invoke his/her deontic status within the domain of 
the particular activity framework (violin lessons, in this case). This chapter 
suggests that, in the context of instructional interaction, the use of the 
Finnish clitic particles -pA or -pAs in connection with imperatives and 
hortatives serves such goals. 
 
1.1 The Finnish clitic particles -pA and -pAs 
 
The Finnish clitic particle -pA (realized as -pa or -pä, subject to vowel 
harmony) has several different interactional functions, which depend on its 
host word and the rest of the utterance (Hakulinen et al. 2004: § 833–835). 
For example, when attached to a finite verb in the indicative form, occurring 
at the beginning of a declarative clause, -pA gives the utterance a specific 
exclamatory force that would not otherwise be there (Onpa täällä kuuma! 
‘Oh my, how hot it is!’). When occurring at the end of a conditional verb 
form, the particle transforms the utterance from a hypothetical statement 
into an expression of desire (Saisinpa ruokaa! ‘I wish I could get food!’). In 
connection with imperatives, however, the interactional function of -pA 
appears to be somewhat less tangible. According to the previous literature, -
pA has been suggested to work to mitigate the directive aspect of its host 
utterances; speakers high in social hierarchy have been seen to use these 
particles to mark their directives as unproblematic (Hakulinen et al. 2004: § 
835, 1672).  
Another particle to be discussed in this chapter is the compound 
particle -pAs, which consists of two successive clitic particles: -pA and -s 
(Hakulinen et al. 2004: § 836). In connection with question words, –s gives 
the utterance an additional meaning that can be at least partially captured by 
the expression “actually” (Mites se menikään? ‘How did it actually go?’ 
Hakulinen et al. 2004: § 837). Furthermore, Raevaara (2004) has shown 
that, in wh-interrogatives, the clitic -s marks the information seeking activity 
as a joint activity, while indicating that the questioner is not really expecting 
any specific answer from the co-participant. When attached to imperatives, 
–s has been suggested to lend the utterance a flavor of plea and immediacy 
(Odotas nyt vähän kun katson ‘Will you please wait and let me look’; 
Hakulinen et al. 2004: § 838). It is in the context of imperatives, however, 
that –s frequently co-occurs with -pA. Still, the question about the possible 
differences between the imperatives with -pA, on the one hand, and -pAs, on 
the other, has not been addressed in the previous literature. The overall 
assumption has been that -pA and -pAs function in relatively similar ways 
(Hakulinen et al. 2004: § 833).  
In this chapter, I aim to complement the existing picture about the 
usages and functions of the Finnish clitic particles -pA and -pAs. I consider 
the verbal design of Finnish imperative and hortative turns, asking whether 
and how the formats with the clitic particles -pA or -pAs differ from non-
cliticized formats (formats where the finite verb of the utterance involves no 
clitic particle). In addition, I try to find out whether there are differences in 
the ways in which -pA and -pAs are used in the context of imperatives and 
hortatives. 
 
1.2 Music instruction as the research context 
 
The data for my study come from instructional interaction, which has been 
extensively studied within the domain of conversation analysis (see e.g., 
McHoul 1978; Lerner 1995; De Stefani and Gazin 2014). More specifically, 
I will study instructional interaction in the context of music instruction, 
which has also been a target of several conversation analytic studies; there 
are studies on instructional interaction in settings such as orchestra and choir 
rehearsals (Weeks 1996; Merlino 2014; Parton 2014), vocal master classes 
(Szczepek Reed, Reed and Haddon 2013; Reed and Szczepek Reed 2014), 
and private instrumental lessons (Nishizaka 2006). These studies – like a 
great number of conversation analytic studies from other instructional 
settings (see e.g. Macbeth 1991, 2004) – have focused on how teachers 
display their epistemic authority through evaluations and corrections of the 
student’s performance (see Barbieri 2014), while implementing their 
instructional actions either through talk (Weeks 1996) or gestures (Veronesi 
2014), or with reference to the physical environment (Nishizaka 2006). 
Many conversation analytic studies on music instruction have also discussed 
the epistemic bases for teacher evaluations and corrections. Thus, Parton 
(2014), for example, has described how orchestra conductors appeal to their 
auditory perceptions and corporeal experiences as part of their construction 
of authority in orchestral rehearsal. In a similar vein, Reed and Sczcepek 
Reed (2014) have examined the ways in which masters in vocal master 
classes display their access to specific features of the musical performance.  
In this study, I will also discuss the participants’ management of 
authority during music instruction. However, while the above-mentioned 
studies have focused on the evaluative and corrective third-position actions 
by the teacher, my focus in this study will be on the first-position 
formulations of instructions. Thus, while in the above-mentioned studies, 
the teacher’s authority has been considered primarily from the point of view 
of its epistemic dimension – which has to do with the participants’ relative 
access to knowledge, events and experiences, as well as their right to 
describe or evaluate states of affairs (Heritage and Raymond 2005) – the 
present focus on the formulation of instructions shifts the attention toward 
the deontic dimension of authority – which has to do with the participants’ 
rights to determine what should be done (Stevanovic and Peräkylä 2012). 
Nonetheless, as I will show below, these two domains of authority are 
tightly intertwined. Deontic authority can be both warranted by and 
disguised in epistemic authority. 
 
1.3 Data and method 
 
The data for this study consist of four video-recorded violin lessons with a 
5-year-old child, Nea, and her teacher as the participants. The lessons were 
recorded in spring 2012 at a point when the young violin student had 
already been playing her instrument for half a year. Each of the four lessons 
lasted approximately 30 minutes, which resulted in about two hours of data. 
Even if the interactions in the recordings are almost entirely dyadic, taking 
place between the teacher and the child, there was a third person in the 
room: the child’s grandmother, who also operated the video camera and 
occasionally provided piano accompaniment for Nea’s violin pieces. The 
data were transcribed according to the conventions developed by Gail 
Jefferson (Schegloff 2007: 265-269), complemented with several new signs 
to capture the essential features of different types of music-making taking 
place during the lessons (see Appendix A). 
The data contain a wide range of different types of directives issued 
by the teacher to the child. In this chapter, I focus on a subset of these 
directives – that is, on collections of 217 second-person singular imperatives 
and 195 first-person plural hortatives. On the basis of their formats, the 
instances within the two collections have been further divided into (1) those 
with the non-cliticized format, without any clitic particle, (2) those with the 
clitic particle -pA, and (3) those with the compound clitic particle -pAs. 
Even if these three format categories do not entirely exhaust the different 
types of imperatives and hortatives in the two collections (see Table 1 for 
the cases with the clitic particle -s), in this chapter I will focus only on them. 
 
Second-person 
singular  
Non-cliticized 55 (25 %) 
imperatives With –pA 101 (47 %) 
 With –pAs 53 (24 %) 
 With –s 8 (4 %) 
 Total 217 (100 %) 
First-person  
plural  
Non-cliticized 108   (55 %) 
hortatives With –pA 9 (5 %) 
 With –pAs 60  (31 %) 
 With –s 18 (9 %) 
 Total 195 (100 %) 
 
Table 1. Second-person singular imperatives and first-person plural hortatives issued 
by the teacher to the child during the four violin lessons. 
 
In the collections of second-person singular imperatives and first-person 
plural hortatives, instances of non-cliticized imperatives, ones with -pA, and 
ones with -pAs have different frequencies and distributions (see Table 1). In 
the collection of second-person singular imperatives, the format [imperative 
finite verb + -pA] is the most frequent one (101 cases), while both the non-
cliticized format and the format [imperative finite verb + -pAs] are 
somewhat less common (59 and 54 cases). By contrast, in the collection of 
first-person plural hortatives, most common is the non-cliticized format 
(108 cases), while -pAs occurs approximately half as often (60 cases). In 
this collection, the format with the clitic particle -pA is very rare (8 cases).  
The above mentioned quantitative differences between the two 
collections point to the possibility that -pA and -pAs may have different 
functions, which would make each of them more suitable for one type of 
imperative or hortative utterance context than for the other. In the following, 
I will set out to investigate this issue. The data extracts to be analyzed 
exemplify patterns that I have identified through the examination of the 
entire data. 
 
 
2. Analysis 
 
In this section, I will analyze data extracts representing the patterns 
identified in the examination of the two previously described collections. I 
will start with the non-cliticized cases, proceeding to the ones with -pA and 
concluding with the ones with -pAs. Within each of these three categories, 
both second-person singular imperatives and first-person plural hortatives 
will be analyzed. 
 
2.1 Non-cliticized imperatives and hortatives 
 
In my data, the non-cliticized imperatives and hortatives – that is, turns 
where the finite verb involves no clitic particle – regularly occur in 
interactional environments where the participants are already actively 
engaged in a joint action or activity (cf. Rossi 2012). While this turn format 
is the most frequent one in the collection of first-person plural hortatives 
(108/211 cases), this is not the case in the collection of second-person 
singular imperatives (59/222 cases), where formats other than the non-
cliticized ones have a greater prevalence. This distributional difference 
already points to the possibility that the specific warrants for the usage of 
the non-cliticized first-person plural hortatives are different from those for 
the usage of the non-cliticized second-person singular imperatives – 
something to be considered next. 
 
2.1.1 Second-person singular imperatives 
In the instances of second-person singular imperatives, the targeted agent of 
the nominated action is the recipient only. As has been pointed out in the 
studies already mentioned above (e.g., Keisanen and Rauniomaa 2012; 
Goodwin and Cekaite 2013, 2014; Mondada 2013; 2014; Wootton 1997; 
2005; Sorjonen 2001; Rossi 2012; Zinken and Ogiermann 2013; Curl and 
Drew 2008; Craven and Potter 2010; Antaki and Kent 2012; Clayman and 
Heritage 2015), such utterances are frequently used in interactional 
environments where the surrounding local circumstances warrant their 
usage. For example, the amount of effort that is being called for may be 
very little and the compliance may thus be regarded as self-evident (Look at 
this), or the nominated action may offer a solution to a problem that the 
recipient has made publicly available through his previous actions (I’m so 
hungry – Take a cookie). In many instances, the nominated action is also 
part of a larger action or activity that the recipient has already committed 
herself to. As I will show below, also in my data, there are specific local 
circumstances warranting the use of the second-person singular imperative 
format. 
In my data, second-person singular imperatives usually occur in the 
middle of the participants’ ongoing actions or activities, serving their further 
development and successful completion. In Extract 1, such activity consists 
of Nea (N) playing the violin, her grandmother (G) accompanying her on 
the piano. Previously, Nea has played the same piece with the teacher 
assisting her all the time by singing the melody of the piece while using the 
note names as “lyrics,” and pointing to Nea’s sheet music to the notes to be 
played. After that, however, Nea has announced her willingness to play the 
piece by herself without the teacher’s assistance. So, this time, at the 
beginning of Extract 1, the teacher (T) only establishes the speed of the 
piece by counting out loud one bar ahead (line 1), while tapping her hand on 
her leg (line 2), and, just before “leaving her alone,” issues an imperative: 
seuraa nuottia ‘follow the notes’ (line 3). 
 
(1) [VT1 11:31] 
 
01 T: >no  ni< [yks kaks läh]t#ee# nyt, 
       PRT  PRT   one  two    go-SG3      PRT 
       okay [one two it ] starts now 
               [            ] 
02 T:          [TP  TP   TP ] 
 
 
03 T: seu[raa      nuo°ttia°] 
      follow-IMP-SG2  note-PAR 
      fo[llow the notes ] 
         [                  ] 
04 N:    [PZ              ] PZ PZ (.) PZ PZ PZ PZ] 
         [                                           ] 
05 G:    [((Piano))                              ] 
 
 
Before the teacher’s imperative in line 3, there is nothing in Nea’s visible 
conduct indicating that she might have any other intention than to follow the 
notes. However, considering the student’s young age and the great cognitive 
challenge associated with the task at hand – playing a new violin piece with 
piano accompaniment for the first time – the teacher seems to anticipate 
problems in the student’s inclination to read the musical notes and orients to 
a need to encourage that behavior. Thus, in this context, the teacher’s 
imperative comes across as something like an anticipatory advice – that is, 
an attempt to pre-empt possible problems in what her student has set herself 
to do and most likely wishes to succeed in. 
 
2.1.2 First-person plural hortatives 
In my data, first-person plural hortatives also usually occur in the middle of 
the participants’ ongoing actions or activities. Importantly, however, in the 
first-person plural hortatives, both the speaker and the recipient are to get 
involved in the action, unlike in the instances of second-person singular 
imperatives, where the targeted agent of the nominated action is the 
recipient only. This is also reflected in the timing of the (verbal) hortative 
turn in relation to the (embodied) action nominated by it. As exemplified by 
Extract 1, the second-person singular imperatives frequently involve an 
element of immediacy: they are delivered just at the moment at which the 
recipient’s compliance is being called for (see also Mondada, this volume). 
However, in the instances of the first-person plural hortatives, where both 
speaker and recipient are the targeted agents of the nominated action, the 
turn usually co-occurs with the speaker already performing that action, 
while the recipient follows the speaker by doing the same action with a short 
lag (cf. also Rauniomaa, this volume). 
Extract 2 is drawn from the beginning of a violin lesson. The extract 
starts by the teacher asking Nea whether she remembers how the violin 
player’s feet are supposed to be during playing (lines 1–2). Although Nea 
provides a verbal response to her teacher’s inquiry, claiming to have a 
recollection of the matter (line 4), the response is considerably delayed (note 
the silence in line 3). Even more importantly, the response is not 
accompanied by any embodied demonstration of recollection (on the 
distinction between claiming and demonstrating understanding, see Sacks 
1992: 141–142) – that is, she gives no indication of trying to put her feet 
into the position in question. It is at this point that the teacher issues a first-
person plural hortative: laitetaan pikkunen haara-asento ‘let’s put our legs 
slightly apart’ (line 5). 
 
(2) [VT1 00:32] 
 
01 T: muistaksä       minkälaiset ne     oli        
      remember-SG2-Q+SG2  what.kind-PL   DEM-PL3  be-PST-SG3 
      do you remember how those were 
 
02    ne     soittojalat 
      DEM-PL3  playing.feet-PL 
      those playing feet 
 
03    (2.0) 
 
04 N: joo-o? 
      PRT 
      uh huh 
 
05 T: laitetaan ↑pikkunen (.) ha[ara-asento ] 
      put-IMP-PL1  small            fork.position 
      let’s put our legs slightly (.) ap[art] 
                ↑_____________↑ 
                ((moves her legs apart)) 
                                [           ] 
06 N:                           [tällei?    ] 
                                         like.this 
                                [like this] 
                                ↑___________↑ 
                                ((puts her legs together)) 
 
07    (0.8) ((N moves her legs apart.)) 
 
08 T: nii, 
      PRT 
      yea 
 
While delivering her hortative turn, the teacher herself does the 
action nominated in it: during the word pikkunen ‘small,’ she takes a little 
step to the left with her left foot, thus moving her legs slightly apart (line 5). 
In this way, the teacher’s action acquires a descriptive character; she as it 
were explains to her student what they both currently need to do. Nea’s 
subsequent utterance (tällei ‘like this,’ line 6) is in line with the descriptive 
character of the teacher’s previous turn. On the one hand, the turn comes 
across as a request for confirmation (note the teacher’s nii ‘yea’ in line 8), 
but on the other hand, it can also be heard as a display of understanding: it 
frames her subsequent embodied conduct as a demonstration of knowledge 
about the correct realization of the nominated action. Notably, she even first 
puts her legs together (line 6) to be thereafter able to carry out the requested 
action in a more pronounced manner (line 7).  
 
2.1.3 Summary: Non-cliticized imperatives and hortatives 
In sum, the non-cliticized imperatives and hortatives – that is, ones without 
the clitic particles -pA or -pAs – regularly occur in interactional 
environments where the participants are already actively engaged in a joint 
action or activity. They have established a state of “joint attention” 
(Tomasello and Farrar 1986; Kendon 1990; Dunham, Dunham, and Curwin 
1993; Tomasello 1995, 1999; Corkum and Moore 1998; Kidwell and 
Zimmermann 2007; Mondada 2009), and, in this context, the imperatives 
and hortatives are in the service of what the recipient (either alone or 
together with the speaker) has locally committed herself to (see also 
Wootton 1997; Rossi 2012, this volume; Zinken and Ogiermann 2013; 
Zinken and Deppermann this volume). These circumstances warrant the 
usage of the non-cliticized imperative and hortative formats. 
In the context of second-person singular imperatives, the non-
cliticized turns are typically used in an anticipatory way, to pre-empt a 
possible problem in what the recipient is just about to do. These turns are 
characterized by the speaker delivering them exactly at that moment when 
the recipient’s compliance becomes critical. In the context of first-person 
plural hortatives, however, the non-cliticized turns frequently exhibit a 
different temporality: while both the speaker and the recipient are involved 
in the action in question, the speaker’s verbal explication of what is to be 
done usually co-occurs with her already performing that action. In this way, 
instead of prescribing behavior, the speaker appears to be describing it. In 
other words, what otherwise would be a display of deontic authority 
becomes a matter of epistemic authority (Stevanovic and Svennevig 2015). 
The possibility of such a shift (with its associated face-saving tendencies; 
see Stevanovic 2013a) may well account for the frequency of the non-
cliticized formats among the first-person plural hortatives. 
As pointed out above, in the Finnish language system, second-person 
singular imperatives are part of the morphological imperative paradigm, 
while first-person plural hortatives make use of the passive form, where the 
first-person personal pronoun me ‘we’ is absent. In this sense, first-person 
plural hortatives are similar to morphological imperatives. It is not always 
easy, however, to make a clear-cut division between the unmistakably 
hortative passive forms and the other passives of a more descriptive 
character. (This division is particularly difficult in those cases where the 
utterance contains a turn-initial verbal element such as nyt ‘now’ or sitten 
‘then’.) This potential ambiguity provided by the particularities of the 
system of Finnish language may play an important role in the specific 
temporal relationship between the first-person plural hortatives and the 
realization of the actions that they nominate. Importantly, it shows that 
deontic and epistemic issues are interrelated and may not always be 
distinguishable – neither from the point of view of the researcher, nor from 
that of the participants themselves. Indeed, it may be precisely this 
ambiguity that serves as a resource for the participants to manage joint 
action effectively without appearing too bossy. 
 
2.2 Imperatives and hortatives with -pA 
 In the previous section, the warrant for the issuing of non-cliticized 
imperatives and hortatives has been shown to be rooted in the recipient 
already displaying commitment to the ongoing joint action or activity (cf. 
Zinken and Deppermann this volume). In the instances of turns with the 
format [imperative/hortative + -pA], such a warrant is different. As I will 
argue in the following, such a warrant is grounded in there having been a 
problem in what has happened in the immediately preceding interaction. 
 
2.2.1 Second-person singular imperatives 
In the collection of second-person singular imperatives the format 
[imperative + -pA] is the most frequent one (101/222 cases). As I will 
demonstrate next, the warrant for using a -pA imperative turn lies in there 
having been a problem in the recipient’s past behavior. 
In Extract 3, Nea has previously held her violin in what the 
participants refer to as the “rest position.” Thereafter, the teacher has given 
her step-by-step instructions as to what movements to make in order to get 
the violin properly in its place by the neck. The extract starts at the point 
where the initial steps (having to do with the relaxation of the arms) have 
been successfully completed, but the last critical steps are still to be taken. 
At the beginning of the extract, the teacher urges the student to put the 
violin in its place (line 1). Nea, however, tries to put it on her right shoulder 
(line 2), which is categorically wrong. This is thus followed by the teacher 
instructing Nea – both verbally and bodily – to move the violin to her left 
side (lines 3–6). Thereafter, the teacher tells Nea to turn her head towards 
the violin (line 7) – so that her chin will help her to keep the violin up 
without having to rely too much on her left arm. After that, the violin 
nevertheless starts to go down, making it clear that the whole process of 
placing the violin has somehow failed. 
 
(3) [VT1 1:44] 
 
01 T: ja  sitte laitat  sen       sinne   olalle 
      and  PRT     put-SG2  DEM-SG3-GEN  to.there  shoulder-ALL 
      and then you put it there onto the shoulder 
 
02    (1.2) ((N tries to put the violin on her right 
      shoulder.)) 
 
03 T: laitat sen       tänne ↑toise°lle puolelle° 
      put-SG2  DEM-SG3-GEN  here    other-ALL   side-ALL 
      you put it here on the other side 
 
04    (0.8) ((T grasps the violin.) 
 
05 T: tuo°lle   puolelle°    ((puts the violin on  
      DEM-SG2-ALL  side-ALL          Nea’s left shoulder)) 
      on that side 
 
06    (2.5) ((T tries to position the violin correctly.)) 
 
07 T: ja  sitte käännät sen       pään   °sinne° 
      and  PRT    turn-SG2  DEM-SG3-GEN  head-GEN  there 
      and you turn that head there 
 
08    (3.1) ((The other end of the violin  
             starts to go down.)) 
 
09 T: joo-o? kokeileppa    vielä ottaa   se     siihe   
      PRT      try-IMP-SG2-CLI  PRT     take-INF  DEM-SG3  in.that 
                okay try again to take it to that 
 
10    lep#oasentoon  ja# .h sitt#en laitat  sen#         
      rest.position-ILL  and      PRT       put-SG2  DEM-SG3-GEN  
      rest position and then you put it 
 
 
In response to Nea having failed to place the violin correctly, the teacher 
tells her to put her violin again into the “rest position,” from where they 
originally started and will now start again (lines 9–10). In doing this, she 
uses the format [imperative + -pA]. The -pA imperative turn, in other words, 
occurs in a context where the recipient’s previous behavior has been 
wanting. This pattern, which in my data collection is typical for instances of 
this type, suggests that one aspect of the -pA imperative turns is that they 
mark the nominated action as something that needs to be done, given the 
participants’ joint commitment to the ongoing activity and the recipient’s 
previous failures, which caused a break in the expected trajectory of that 
activity. The –pA imperative turn thus forwards the expected trajectory 
again by marking a return to it or a retry of forwarding it, while the clitic -
pA points to the jointly known reason for the return or retry. 
Let us now turn to an instance where the speaker’s choice of the 
format [imperative + -pA] comes across more clearly as a strategy to invoke 
the recipient’s past failures – failures that the recipient herself may not have 
been aware of. Extract 4 begins with the teacher trying to prompt Nea to 
start studying a new violin piece, first by singing its melody together with 
the teacher (lines 1–3). Although Nea starts to sing at some point (line 3), it 
is obvious that she is not concentrating on the task: she is running back and 
forth in the room, not looking at the notes, and consequently singing at the 
wrong time: she starts too late and sings during a rest (see lines 2 and 3). 
The teacher thus interrupts the singing task and asks Nea to come and look 
at the notes (line 4) and to sit (line 6). 
 
(4) [VT1 5:38] 
 
01 T: lauletaanpas  tästä.     se     menee näin. (.) 
      sing-IMP-PL1-CLI  DEM-SG3-ELA  DEM-SG3  go-SG3  like.this 
      let’s sing from here it goes like this 
 
02 T: laa laa [laa tauko,] 
        la la [la rest ] 
                [            ] 
03 N:           [laa laa ] 
                   [la la ] 
 
04 T: tuuksä       kattoo     nuo°tista° 
      come-SG2-Q+SG2  look-INF-ILL  note-ELA 
      will you come to look at the notes 
 
05    (.) 
 
06    sä  voit   vaikka ↑istua  tässä samalla, hh 
      SG2  may-SG2  PRT      sit-INF  here    same-ADE 
                 you could for example sit here at the same time 
 
07 N: hmm, 
 
08    (1.5) 
 
09 T: tuleppa,     ((snaps her fingers)) 
      come-IMP-SG2-CLI 
      come on 
 
10    (1.0) ((Nea comes to sit.)) 
 
11 T: joo-o? 
      PRT 
      okay 
 
 
Nea receives the teachers’ instructions with a minimal response token hmm 
(line 7) but does not follow them. So, after a relatively long silence (line 8), 
the teacher issues an imperative tuleppa ‘come on’ (line 9) and snaps her 
fingers in a way that hints that the student’s compliance is expected now. 
And indeed, what happens next is that the student complies (see lines 10–
11). 
In Extract 4 the imperative turn with the clitic -pA occurs in an 
environment where the recipients’ overall behavior has been wanting, given 
all the previous attempts by the teacher to get Nea to actively engage with 
the task at hand. From this point of view, the teacher’s imperative acquires 
an element of moral reproach. What is at stake here is the recipient’s overall 
behavior, not her capacity to follow some complex instructions. While the 
problems of the latter type are something that the recipient may be fully 
aware of, the larger scale problems of the former type may not be that 
obvious to the transgressor him/herself – or, at least, they may not publicly 
treat these problems as problems. The use of the format [imperative + -pA] 
may thus be a way to induce the recipient’s awareness of the problematicity 
of his/her prior conduct – in the hope that this will have a desired effect on 
his/her future conduct. 
 
2.2.2 First-person plural hortatives 
While in the collection of second-person singular imperatives, the format 
[imperative + -pA] is very frequent, in the collection of first-person plural 
hortatives, in contrast, this format is very rare (8/211 cases). Instead of 
pointing to failures caused by the recipient alone, here, by virtue of both 
participants being the targeted agents of the nominated action, also the 
failures triggering the use of the clitic -pA may be seen as something for 
which both the speaker and the recipient are responsible. 
In Extract 5, the participants are about to play a specific rhythmic 
pattern (four 16th notes and two 8th notes) on the different strings of the 
violin. At the beginning of the extract, the teacher takes Nea’s right hand 
(the bow hand) in hers, declaring – with a non-cliticized first-person plural 
hortative – that the playing should be started on the E string (line 1). In 
response to this, Nea, however, starts to move her bow hand in an 
uncontrolled movement producing a shrill tremolo-like sound (line 2). 
During the silence that ensues, the teacher tries to mold Nea’s fingers to 
touch the bow correctly (line 3) and then seeks to enhance her overall body 
posture (lines 4–8).  
 
(5) [VT3 20:07] 
 
01 T: otetaa     ee-kielellä? ((takes N’s right  
      take-IMP-PL1  E.string-ADE     hand into hers)) 
      let’s take (it) on the E string  
 
02 N:   
 
03    (2.2) ((T tries to mold N’s right hand fingers.)) 
 
((Lines 04-08 removed, during which the teacher corrects 
Nea’s position.)) 
 
09 T: no  ni? (.) so- soitetaampa. 
      PRT  PRT            play-IMP-PL1-CLI 
      okay le- let’s play 
 
10 T: [tiku-tiku ti-ti   ] 
       rhythm names for four 16th notes and two 8th notes 
                   [tika-tika  ti-ti] 
      [                  ] 
11 N: [       ] 
 
After having remedied the problem that might have hindered Nea’s 
compliance with her original directive (line 1), the teacher resumes the 
directive: she utters a first-person plural hortative with the particle -pA 
(soitetaampa ‘let’s play,’ line 9). In this case, the targeted agent of the 
nominated action is not the recipient alone for the speaker is also to be 
involved (indeed, during Nea’s subsequent playing, it is the teacher who is 
actually moving Nea’s bow while speaking out loud the rhythm names for the 
notes to be played; lines 10–11). Thus, in formulating the directive as the first-
person-plural hortative, the teacher not only constructs the ongoing activity 
as a joint one but also indicates that the failure in its expected trajectory, 
which the clitic -pA points at, is something that both the student and the 
teacher are responsible for (cf. also Rauniomaa in this volume). 
 
2.2.3 Summary: Imperatives and hortatives with -pA 
In my data, the second-person singular imperatives with the clitic particle –
pA occur systematically in sequential environments where the recipient has 
previously failed to do what s/he has been expected to do. I thus suggest that 
turns with the format [imperative + -pA] not only reflect the prevailing 
circumstances but can also be used precisely to invoke the speaker’s local 
warrant for the use of the imperative. From this point of view, the clitic -pA 
can be seen as a way to point to a break in the expected trajectory of the 
participants’ joint activity, whereby the teacher invokes her right and 
obligation as a teacher to instruct, request compliance, and to take care of the 
agenda of the lesson. In some other contexts there may be no need for such 
pointing at a local warrant for the use of an imperative or a hortative turn, but 
instead, the warrant for the use of such turns is also treated as obvious from 
the recipient’s perspective (see Zinken and Deppermann this volume; 
Rauniomaa this volume; Raevaara this volume). In this setting, however, 
particularly given the student’s young age, it appears that such a common 
ground cannot be similarly assumed. 
In the collections of second-person singular imperatives and first-
person plural hortatives, the instances of -pA are very unevenly distributed: 
in the collection of second-person singular imperatives, the format is very 
frequent, but in the collection of first-person plural hortatives it is very rare. 
The uneven distribution between these two formats may simply lie in the 
fact that, in the context of instructional interaction, it is the problems in the 
student’s past behaviors, and not in those behaviors where the teacher has 
been involved right from the start, that most frequently fail and that the 
teacher is most inclined to correct. 
 
2.3 Imperatives and hortatives with –pAs 
 
Finally, we will move on to consider the format [imperative/hortative + -
pAs]. Unlike the -pA turns discussed above, -pAs turns are very evenly 
distributed between the collections of second-person singular imperatives 
(54/222 cases) and first-person plural hortatives (60/211 cases). These turns 
are most frequently used during transitions from one prior activity to the 
next – an environment that is generally less sensitive to whether the targeted 
agent of the nominated action is the recipient only or whether both the 
speaker and the recipient are to get involved in the action.  
The relationship between the two activities between which the 
transition takes place can vary. Sometimes, as in the two examples that will 
be discussed below, the new activity may involve a kind of redoing of the 
previous activity in a modified way. At other times, the new activity may be 
entirely different from the prior one. However, what is common for all these 
cases is that, instead of making recipient compliance immediately relevant, 
these imperative and hortative turns can be heard, more or less, like 
descriptions of the kind of activity that will require recipient compliance – 
at a later point in time. 
 
2.3.1 Second-person singular imperatives 
In Extract 6, the participants have previously gone through a musical piece 
with the teacher playing the violin and Nea tapping sticks to the rhythm of 
the piece. However, Nea has had certain problems in keeping a constant 
beat – something that the teacher comments on at the beginning of the 
extract, when the musical piece has been brought to an end (lines 1–2). 
 
(6) [VT2 2:29] 
 
01 T: no  sä  tulit      siihe   vähä   mukaa mut se (.)  
      PRT  SG2  come-PST-SG2  in.there  little  along   but  DEM-SG3 
      well you came a bit along to it but it 
 
02    menee koko  aika iha oikeessa rytmissä  taputit, 
      go-SG3  whole  time  PRT  right-INE  rhtythm-INE  tap-SG2 
                goes all the time just in the right rhythm you tapped 
 
03    (.) 
 
04 T: o↑tappas      ↑sitte ni (.)  
      take-IMP-SG2-CLI  PRT     PRT      
                 take (these) then                      
      ((turns to reach for another pair of rhythm sticks))  
 
05    mä  annan   sulle  täältä   viulun? 
      SG1  give-SG1  SG2-ALL  from.here  violin-GEN 
      I’ll give you the violin from here 
      ((turns toward a sofa to reach for the violin)) 
 
06    (0.6) 
 
07 T: ‘ja  nyt sä  voit’ 
       and  PRT  SG2  can-SG2 
         and now you can 
       ((holds the violin in her lap)) 
 
 
After the previous playing activity has been brought to a close, the teacher 
announces a new activity by issuing an imperative with the clitic particle -
pAs (otappas ‘take,’ line 4), while at the same time turning away from Nea 
toward a table to reach for another pair of rhythm sticks, which she will 
need next (line 4). Then, she declares her intention to give Nea the violin, 
while turning toward a sofa to reach for it (line 5). Finally, after a short 
silence (line 6), the teacher starts to explain what the student is supposed to 
do with the violin while still holding the violin on her lap (Nea will be given 
the opportunity to “take” the violin only much later, not shown in the 
transcript). Thus, as in Extract 6, also here the -pAs imperative and the 
realization of the action that it nominates are quite far apart from each other; 
instead of being about telling the recipient what to do now, the -pAs 
imperative (as well as the talk following it) serves as an announcement of 
the participants’ activity to be realized in the near future and, besides, 
creates a connection between that activity and the speaker’s current 
embodied actions. 
 
2.3.2 First-person plural hortatives 
Similarly to second-person singular imperatives with the clitic -pAs, first-
person-plural hortatives are also typically used in environments where a 
previous joint activity has been brought to a close and a new one is about to 
be launched. While the scope of -pAs imperative or hortative turns extends 
over longer segments of interaction, they invoke the speaker’s deontic status 
as a person who has the right and obligation to control the participants’ 
interactional agenda. At the same time, and, indeed, quite intriguingly, these 
types of turns enable the teacher momentarily to disengage from the student 
without such disengagement threatening the sensibleness of the social 
situation as a whole (cf. Stevanovic 2013c). In this respect, -pAs imperatives 
and hortatives seem to function in the same way. 
Let us turn to Extract 7, which provides an example of the use of 
first-person plural hortatives with clitic -pAs. Previously, Nea and her 
teacher have gone through a lengthy series of different kinds of movement 
exercises for the right hand and arm, the practical point of which has been to 
develop the skills that one needs to be able to control the bow. The extract 
starts at the point at which the participants have reached the last item in this 
series of exercises and this is brought to a close in line 4. 
 
(7) [VT1 20:32] 
 
01 T: sit se     ↑tuulilasin  pyyhkijä näin. 
       PRT   DEM-SG3  windscreen-GEN  wiper      like.this 
      then the windscreen wiper like this 
 
02    (3.0) ((T and N make back and forth arm movements.)) 
              
 
03 T: ↑joo hyvä,    ((T and N make back and 
       PRT  good      forth arm movements.)) 
       yea good, 
 
04    (1.1) ((T and N make back and forth arm movements.)) 
 
05 T: otetaanpas    sit se     jousi ja    
      take-IMP-PL1-CLI  PRT  DEM-SG3  bow    and   
      let’s then take that bow and 
      ((turns away from Nea)) 
 
06 T: kokeillaanpas sillä     jousen kanssa ni (.) 
        try-IMP-PL1-CLI  DEM-SG3-ADE  bow-GEN  with    PRT     
                let’s try with that bow 
      ((stands up and goes to fetch a bow)) 
 
07    ottaa   se     sama ote   ja (.) 
      take-INF  DEM-SG3  same  grasp  and   
                to take the same grasp and 
      ((takes the bow from a violin case))  
 
 
After the last item in the series of movement exercises (the one where the 
participants are expected to imitate windscreen wipers) has been brought to 
a close, the teacher announces a new step in the participants’ activity: they 
are to take the bow (line 5) and try to start to play the violin with it (line 6) – 
using the same grip that they have been practicing during their previous 
exercises (line 7). These utterances by the teacher contain two first-person 
plural hortatives with the clitic particle -pAs (otetaanpas ‘let’s take,’ line 5; 
kokeillaanpas ‘let’s try,’ line 6), where the realization of the first action sets 
a precondition for the realization of the second. Note, however, that the 
relationship between the hortatives and the realization of the very actions 
that they nominate is more loosely time-locked than in the instances of non-
cliticized and -pA turns discussed above. While issuing the first hortative 
otetaanpas ‘let’s take’ (line 5), the teacher turns away from Nea, but it is 
only much later that she indeed takes the bow from a violin case (see line 7). 
Similarly, while issuing the second hortative kokeillaampas ‘let’s try’ (line 
6), the teacher is only about to go and fetch the bow, and the actual 
realization of the nominated action, again, takes place much later (not 
shown in the transcript). It seems, therefore, that, in telling the student what 
they are both to do next, the teacher also provides an account for what she 
herself is currently doing – that is, preparing for the forthcoming activity. 
 
2.3.3 Summary: Imperatives and hortatives with -pAs 
In sum, in my data, the imperative and hortative turns with the clitic 
particle -pAs occur most frequently during transitions from one prior 
activity to the next. Instead of making recipient compliance immediately 
relevant, these imperative and hortative turns can be heard, more or less, as 
a description of what the participants are about to do soon. Considering the 
lack of pressure on the recipient to produce an immediate response, -pAs 
imperatives and hortatives thus have similarities to wh-interrogatives with 
the clitic -s discussed above (see Raevaara 2004). Contentwise, the activities 
nominated in -pAs imperative or hortative turns are usually ones that will be 
realized over long segments of interaction. Therefore, the mere issuing of 
these types of imperatives or hortatives invokes the speaker’s deontic status 
as a person who has the right and obligation to control the participants’ 
interactional agenda. At the same time, -pAs turns also serve the local 
management of interaction: they provide speakers with a way to sustain the 
encounter even in the face of their momentary lack of bodily orientation 
toward their recipients. 
 
 
3. Conclusions 
 
The chapter has demonstrated the ways in which the verbal design of 
Finnish second-person singular imperative and first-person plural hortative 
turns is a way for speakers to manage the bases of recipient compliance. 
From this perspective, the selection between different imperative and 
hortative formats has been shown to be essentially informed by the 
speaker’s understanding of the extent to which, and the particular sense in 
which, the participants’ current actions are to be seen as joint ones. 
The non-cliticized imperatives and hortatives regularly occur in 
interactional environments where the participants are already actively 
engaged in a joint action or activity. However, imperatives and hortatives 
exhibit different temporalities. In the context of second-person singular 
imperatives, where non-cliticized turns are typically used in an anticipatory 
way, to pre-empt upcoming problems, the non-cliticized turns are 
characterized by the speaker delivering them exactly at that moment when 
the recipient’s compliance becomes critical. In the context of first-person 
plural hortatives, however, the spoken utterances usually co-occur with the 
speaker already performing the action that is nominated in the turn. 
Thereby, these directive turns acquire a descriptive character, the resulting 
ambiguity along the epistemic-deontic dimension being a possible resource 
for participants to manage and control their joint action in a face-saving 
way. More specifically, deontic authority can be both warranted by and 
disguised in epistemic authority. 
This chapter suggests that, in connection with imperatives and 
hortatives, it is particularly in and through the choices between the clitic 
particles –pA and –pAs that speakers may invoke and manage the specific 
bases upon which the recipient’s compliance can be expected. This is 
something that has not yet been addressed in the previous literature. Without 
making any distinction between the two clitic particles, it has been 
suggested, for example, that “a speaker higher in the age, professional or 
some other type of hierarchy uses the particle to mark his/her request as 
something that can be unproblematically complied with” (Hakulinen et al. 
2004: § 835, 1672). While this study also points to the social hierarchical 
aspect associated with the usage of -pA and -pAs imperatives/hortatives, it 
suggests, however, that that these two options invoke somewhat different 
bases of recipient compliance.  
The format [imperative/hortative + -pA] draws attention to the 
speaker’s locally and interactionally grounded deontic status in terms of the 
right to instruct the recipient on the basis of his/her previously demonstrated 
failures. The format [imperative/hortative + -pAs], then again, invokes the 
globally and institutionally grounded right to determine the agenda of the 
participants’ joint activity – something that can also be considered part of 
the repertoire of things that high-status persons (but not low-status persons) 
may do. At the same time, however, these two distinct origins of deontic 
statuses were deeply intertwined: to instruct a recipient on the basis of 
his/her previously demonstrated local failures is not an acceptable thing for 
everyone to do, but it needs to have a more globally accepted basis. 
Moreover, to announce new activities and thus claim a global right to 
determine the agenda of the participants’ joint activity is also a way to 
address local issues of accountability of action. It is thus the complex 
interplay between local and global contextual features, both of which 
constitute the so-called “common ground” (Clark and Brennan 1991; Clark 
1996; Stalnaker 2002; Enfield 2006; Tomasello 2008, 2009) – the set of 
knowledge, beliefs and suppositions that we believe that we share – that 
enables us to coordinate our joint actions and activities. 
Notably, however, there is a bidirectional linkage between 
imperative and hortative utterances and the bases for expecting compliance 
in terms of deontics (Stevanovic 2013b; Stevanovic and Peräkylä 2012, 
2014; Stevanovic and Svennevig 2015). In the data of this study, as well as 
in multiple other data sets by other researchers investigating similar 
phenomena, speakers were careful to adjust their utterances so as to comply 
with the prevailing circumstances; they selected just those linguistic formats 
that would best fit these circumstances. At the same time, this normative 
orientation has been shown to be amenable to reflexive manipulation: thus, 
for example, specific imperative formats, such as those with the clitic -pA 
(see Extract 4), can be selected to invoke those very social circumstances on 
the basis of which recipient compliance can be expected. In other words, 
what we observe here is an example of a double constitutive relation 
between action and its context (see Hanks 2006) – a general feature of all 
normative aspects of human communication. 
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Appendix A 
 
TP tapping hands 
PZ playing pizzicato 
 played or sung musical sounds or passages 
 tremolo-like sound produced by more or less (in)determinate 
back-and-forth bow movements 
 down-bow stroke 
 up-bow stroke 
